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REMARKS 

The rejections of Claims 10-13 as being unpatentable over Oberg et al., in 
view of Official Notice and of Claims 14 and 15 as being unpatentable over Oberg 
et al., in view of Official Notice and Nixon et al., both under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
are traversed. Reconsideration of each of these rejections is respectfully 
requested. 

First, Applicants must take issue with the use of and need for reliance 
upon the Official Notice, something that should be "judiciously applied" and in 
"limited circumstances" (MPEP § 2144.03). The need for reliance on what 
appears to be an assertion of common knowledge (actually the reliance in this 
case appears to be something other than facts not on the record or on common 
knowledge) is called into question by the Examiner's reference to, but not 
reliance upon, the Nigawara et al., patent. If that patent allegedly shows what 
the Office Action says is the subject of Official Notice, then reliance upon the 
latter is an error on its face. 

The reliance on the Official Notice here is traversed on the basis that it 
does not involve easily demonstrable common knowledge or common sense but 
rather involves pure speculation, to wit: 

... it stands to reason that these monitored operations 
would be most likely be [sic] displayed in some manner so that an 



Page 10 of 13 



Serial No. 10/682,554 
Amendment and Response Under 37 C.F.R. § 1.111 
Attorney Docket No. 056203. 51548C1 

operator at the central control site could keep an eye on the 
operation of the plant (emphasis added). 

At least two levels of supposition are contained in the above-questioned 
statement. In addition, the premise upon which that statement is based is 
incorrect. The Oberg et aL, patent does not disclose or use a central control room 
from which an operation request can be made to operate power plant equipment 
in view of the mobile operation terminal. The Oberg et aL, communication 
system is solely based on remote operation. This known system uses a central 
computer, not a central control site. Hence, it would not stand to reason that 
monitored operations would be displayed for an operator at a non-existent 
central control station. 

The Nigawara et aL, control system uses a central control room R2 for 
distributed units in the field but is in no way involved with mobile operation for 
remotely controlling the distributed units in lieu of the central control room. 
Thus, the patent cannot be suggestive of providing a mobile operation terminal 
that will accept an operation request or for displaying at the central control 
station R2 control data information from a non-existent mobile operation 
terminal. 

Neither patent discloses that the operation device (central control 
room/system) and the mobile operation terminal are connected in parallel with 
the network. Nor do they suggest that the operation device displays the state 
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information about the alternative operation request issued by the mobile 
operation terminal. The known operation device (central control room/system) 
disclosed by the Nigawara et aL, patent displays only the state of the plant 
equipment that has been operated by the operation request. 

In the present invention claimed herein, the alternative operation request 
issued from the mobile operation terminal is transmitted not only to the plant 
equipment, but also to the operation device (central control room/system). The 
operation device is connected to the mobile operation terminal in parallel 
through the network and displays the state information based on the received 
alternative operation request in order to quickly establish mutual cooperation 
between the mobile operation terminal and the operation device (central control 
room). Such an arrangement is in no way suggested in prior art systems. 

Those known systems are different, for example, from Fig. 7, which shows 
that the mobile operation terminal 30 issues the cancellation request data (d). 
Thereupon the operation device 33 receives the cancellation request data (e) and 
displays state information concerning the cancellation request on the screen 12 
of the operation device 33. The state information concerning the cancellation 
request displayed on the screen 12 of the operation device 33 is the information 
transmitted from the mobile operation terminal 30, not the state information 
from the plant equipment 31. That is, the message displayed by the CRT display 
device 33 in the central control room 33 is based on the information transmitted 
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from the mobile operation terminal, but not the state information of the plant 
equipment reflected by the operation request. In this connection, attention is 
directed to page 11, lines 4-9 of the Specification. 

Accordingly, early and favorable action is earnestly solicited. 

If there are any questions regarding this amendment or the application in 
general, a telephone call to the undersigned would be appreciated since this 
should expedite the prosecution of the application for all concerned. 

If necessary to effect a timely response, this paper should be considered as 
a petition for an Extension of Time sufficient to effect a timely response, and 
please charge any deficiency in fees or credit any overpayments to Deposit 
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